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This paper synthesises the existing literature on the contemporary conception of ‘real 
world’ and compares it with similar notions such as ‘authentic’ and ‘work integrated 
learning’.  While the term ‘real world’ may be partly dependent on the discipline, it does 
not necessarily follow that the criterion-referenced assessment of ‘real world’ assessment 
must involve criteria and performance descriptors that are discipline specific. 
Two examples of summative assessment (court report and trial process exercise) from a 
final year core subject at the Queensland University of Technology, LWB432 Evidence, 
emphasise real world learning, are authentic, innovative and better prepare students for the 
transition into the workplace than more generic forms of assessment such as tutorial 
participation or oral presentations.  The court report requires students to attend a criminal 
trial in a Queensland Court and complete a two page report on what they saw in practice 
compared with what they learned in the classroom.  The trial process exercise is a 50 
minute written closed book activity conducted in tutorials, where students plan questions 
that they would ask their witness in examination-in-chief, plan questions that they would 
ask their opponent’s witness in cross-examination, plan questions that they would ask in re-
examination given what their opponent asked in cross-examination, and prepare written 
objections to their opponent’s questions.  The trial process exercise simulates the real 
world, whereas the court report involves observing the real world, and both assessment 
items are important to the role of counsel.   
The design of the criterion-referenced assessment rubrics for the court report and trial 
process exercise is justified by the literature.  Notably, the criteria and performance 
descriptors are not necessarily law specific and this paper highlights the parts that may be 
easily transferred to other disciplines. 
Keywords: real world, authentic, criterion-referenced assessment, work integrated learning, 
assessment 
 
Introduction 
The paper tackles the challenge of conceptualising ‘real world’, ‘authentic’ and ‘work integrated learning’, 
and applying such constructs to two contemporary examples of summative assessment (court report and trial 
process exercise) in the discipline of law.  This paper considers whether both assessment tasks exhibit the 
same degree of authenticity and relevance to the real world, and questions whether criterion-referenced 
assessment rubrics for real world tasks can be designed in such a way as to enable cross-fertilisation amongst 
disciplines.   
Real world 
Assessment is a “powerful influence on how students learn”, and linking assessment to future work, 
motivates student learning (Bryan & Clegg, 2006, p. 44; Gulikers, Bastiaens, & Kirschner, 2006, p. 340) and 
is “best suited for meeting the educational needs of students with diverse learning styles” (DeCastro-
Ambrosetti & Cho, 2005, p. 58).  Innovative assessment tasks in the 21st century are commonly labelled as 
real world, authentic and work integrated learning but what does these concepts really mean and do they 
overlap?   
 
The notion of real world has been used synonymously with “in-the-wild tasks”, which suggests that the 
assessment is messy, unplanned or unstructured, which is quite common in life (Boud & Falchikov, 2007, 
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pp. 75 & 83).  Where assessment is structured and cannot be described as ‘in-the-wild’, it cannot 
automatically be assumed that the assessment is not promoting real world learning.  In fact, it very well 
could be and is more appropriately called, a tame task (Boud & Falchikov, 2007).  The notion of real world 
is situated within the labels of authentic and work integrated learning, which will be explored in turn below. 
Authentic 
Boud and Falchikov (2007), two leading commentators on assessment in higher education, state that 
authentic assessment involves “assessment practices that are closely aligned with activities that take place in 
real work settings, as distinct from the often artificial constructs of university courses” (p. 23).  They explain 
authentic assessment with reference to an apprentice, who needs the opportunity to conduct tasks that are 
significant to such a craftsperson outside of school.  In doing so, they emphasise the importance on what 
happens in the real world, which may depend partly on the discipline and what a professional in a particular 
field is expected to exhibit. 
 
Gulikers et al. (2006) state that assessment can only be authentic if it resembles what it is supposed to, and 
this makes it a relative notion.  They suggest that authentic assessment should be based on the “students’ 
current or future professional practice” (p. 340).  Correspondingly, Keyser and Howell (2008) state that 
authenticity reflects the real world and not the “staid classroom environment” (p. 4).  The Queensland 
University of Technology (2008), which markets itself as the university for the real world defines authentic 
in its Manual of Policies and Procedures as “simulates as closely as practicable professional or workplace 
practice” (4.4.2).   
 
Three indicia for authenticity have been identified in the literature, that is, development of knowledge, 
inquiry and value beyond university (Guliker et al., 2006).  These features are not discipline-specific, and 
provide guidance on how to judge authentic assessment across all disciplines and highlight the importance of 
how an assessment task helps a student in the real world.  Keyser and Howell (2008) track four generic 
features of authentic assessment that also apply across disciplines, that is, 
“ 1) involve real-world problems that mimic the work of professionals; 
2) include open-ended inquiry, thinking skills, and metacognition’ 
3) engage students in discourse and social learning; and 
4) empower students through choice to direct their own learning ” (p. 5). 
 
The Australian Centre for the Study of Higher Education suggests that students value authentic assessment 
because it is ‘real’ and reflects what they need to demonstrate in the workplace (James, McInnis, & Devlin, 
2002).  Similarly, American scholars, Frey and Schmitt (2007), describe authentic assessment tasks as ones 
“that specifically address real-world applications” (p. 406).  Similarly, Newman, Brandt and Wiggins (1998) 
state that authentic assessment involves problems that are relevant to the real world and they have a sense of 
realism.   
 
The idea of a sense of realism is a theme that emerges in Gronlund’s work (2003), which refers to the 
“appropriate degree of realism” (p. 124), and can be mapped out on a continuum.  For example, at one end of 
the spectrum could be real world and authentic assessment tasks and at the other end could be inauthentic or 
academic assessment tasks that are not relevant to a profession or work outside university.  This continuum 
overlooks the fact that some people choose to work in academia after their university studies and 
undervalues the importance of academic assessment tasks.  Possibly the notion of academic assessment tasks 
is a myth because most (if not all) assessment tasks can be linked to either one or more generic skills or 
discipline-specific skills.  In any event, Frey and Schmitt (2007) offer a non-exhaustive list of criteria for 
judging the authenticity, and thus the sense of realism associated with an assessment task including, “nature 
of the stimuli, the complexity of the task, conditions, resources, consequences, and whether the specific tasks 
or activities are determined by the student or the assessor” (p. 410).  These criteria are not discipline-specific 
and may be applied across all subject areas.  Applying the criteria to a range of assessment tasks will mean 
that some items of assessment are more authentic or real world than others.  Traditional types of assessment, 
such as final exams and tutorial participation, have been described as inauthentic, but Biggs (2003) claims 
that this is inappropriate and that as a result performance assessment is more acceptable than authentic 
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assessment (p. 156).  Frey and Schmitt (2007) suggest that traditional assessments are “not inauthentic, [but] 
... simply less direct and, probably, less meaningful to students” (p. 410).  Academics can put a fresh face on 
traditional assessment by, for example, setting exams based on problems in the real world and putting the 
student in the role of a professional, and in the context of law schools this may include solicitors, 
prosecutors, defence counsels and judges.  
 
Boud and Falchikov (2007) provide some useful examples of authentic assessment including “‘real-life’ 
tasks, exhibitions, interviews, journals, observations, oral presentations, performances, portfolios, patchwork 
texts and simulations” (p. 184).  Keyser and Howell (2008) note that assessment tasks reflect the real world 
in varying degrees and that this has contributed to blurred boundaries of authentic assessment.  The 
complexity of an assessment task may, for example, range along a continuum in the following order:  solving 
real world problems using principles, secondary sources and lecture notes; observing what happens in 
practice and recording this in a journal; writing about what the student would do in practice; actively 
mirroring what happens in practice in a classroom environment; or engaging in practice in the real world. 
The importance of authentic assessment having consequences in the real world has also been propounded by 
Boud and Falchikov. 
 
Similarly to Frey and Schmitt’s (2007) criteria for authenticity, Gulikers et al. (2006) canvass the degree of 
authenticity by engaging a “five-dimensional framework” which are “(a) the assessment task(s); (b) the 
physical context in which the assessment takes places; (c) the social context of the assessment; (d) the result 
or form that defines the output of the assessment; and (e) the assessment criteria” (p. 341).  These 
dimensions largely coincide with Frey and Schmitt’s criteria for authenticity raised above, but one dimension 
that is new is the assessment criteria, and this should reflect what a professional is expected to do.  The 
criterion-referenced assessment rubrics for two examples of real world assessment tasks will be presented 
and discussed below. 
 
Gulikers et al. (2006) also tackle the notion of authenticity using a continuum approach with “artificial and 
decontextualised” at one end and “authentic and situated” at the other (p. 337).  They argue that “[b]ridging 
the gap between learning and working is a salient issue in the 21st century” and recognise the importance of 
preparing students for dynamic workplaces (p. 338).  They hinge authenticity to what is relevant to the 
workplace or real world, and suggest that this perception may change from person to person, and thus is 
subjective rather than objective.  Further, what is relevant to the real world today may not be important 
tomorrow, and thus the notion of authenticity needs to be fluid over time to adapt to changing workplace 
needs.  Once again, the authenticity of assessment is directly linked to the real world. 
 
Sometimes the notion of authentic is framed with reference to performance assessment and one view is that 
all performance assessment is authentic (DeCastro-Ambrosetti & Cho, 2005).  According to Biggs (2003), 
authentic requires “active demonstration” (p. 156).  Similarly, Mueller (2008) states that the “measurement 
of skills is particularly well suited to authentic assessment because meaningful demonstration of skill 
acquisition or development requires a performance of some kind” (p. 18).  A contradictory view is that not 
all performance assessment is authentic (Frey & Schmitt, 2007).  If this latter perspective is taken, the 
assessment is only authentic if it has impact beyond university.  Once again, this brings the discussion back 
to the overlap between the constructions of authentic and real world.  Performance assessment has been 
defined as “to measure a skill or ability” and authentic assessment means “to measure ability on tasks which 
represent real-world problems or tasks” (Frey & Schmitt, 2007, p. 417).  Notably, the construction of 
authentic is directly underpinned by the real world, and performance assessment measures skills, which 
irrespective of whether they are generic or discipline-specific, they are most definitely integral to the real 
world.  As a result, this paper will treat authentic and performance assessment as synonymous.  
 
Bryan and Clegg (2006) suggest that authentic assessment occurs when the assessment is aligned with the 
learning outcomes.  This alignment is commonly known as “constructive alignment” or “intrinsic validity” 
(Bloxham & Boyd, 2007, pp. 27 & 34).  Bryan and Clegg’s (2006) definition of assessment assumes that the 
learning outcomes reflect the real world.  In order for assessment to be truly authentic, the assessment should 
be aligned with learning outcomes, which must reflect the needs of the professional in the real world 
(Gulikers et al., 2006).  Consequently, when designing authentic assessment, the task should be linked to 
skills (both generic and discipline-specific) and graduate capabilities that are expected to be shown in the 
real world. 
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Work Integrated Learning (WIL) 
Murphy and Calway (2008) define work integrated learning (WIL) as including “hands-on work experience 
and instructional learning in a real-world setting that assumes a level of explicit knowledge/skill on the part 
of the learner and the exchange of tacit knowledge/skill from the real-world to the learner” (p. 433).  They 
argue that WIL improves “professionals’ engagement and motivation, knowledge and understanding, 
performance and action, reflection and critique, judgment and design, commitment and identity” (p. 439).  It 
follows that tasks assessing WIL embrace real world, authentic and situated learning, rather than inauthentic, 
academic, artificial and decontextualised learning. Once again, it is evident that the real world has an obvious 
role to play in authentic assessment and WIL.   
 
The Queensland University of Technology (2008), which is advertised as the university for the real world, 
states in its Manual of Policies and Procedures encapsulates WIL as, 
“exposing students to the complexity and context of professional practice and can occur: 
 On campus through structured authentic activities and assessment derived from specific learning 
objectives in units; 
 In simulated workplace setting on campus; 
 As work experience in the industry/professional workplace; or 
 As a community-based learning activity which will normally involve some work off campus” 
(4.4.3). 
 
The Queensland University of Technology’s (2008) definition of WIL is much broader than Murphy and 
Calway’s (2008) construction and permits WIL to occur on campus through merely authentic tasks or 
simulated workplaces.  In fact the degree of authenticity attached to these four bullet pointed examples may 
be reflected on a continuum in this order (from inauthentic to authentic, and thus represent their relevance to 
the real world).  Only the last two bullet pointed examples from above fall within Murphy and Calway’s 
(2008) conception, which will be adopted here.   
 
Overall, real world learning is situated within both authentic assessment and WIL, and now the criterion-
referenced assessment of two real world assessment tasks in the discipline of law will be discussed. 
Criterion-referenced assessment of real world assessment tasks 
LWB432 Evidence is a final year core unit of the law degree at the Queensland University of Technology 
(QUT).  It interrelates some of the principles and legal authorities from criminal law and civil law, but is not 
strictly speaking a capstone subject because it has its own body of law (Boud & Falchikov, 2007). 
 
Where a unit has discipline-specific learning outcomes, skills and graduate capabilities, academics can better 
justify the need for different and innovative authentic assessment tasks than would be offered by traditional 
assessment practices (Bryan & Clegg, 2006).  Some of the skills and graduate capabilities developed in 
LWB432 Evidence are reasonably generic  and would be relevant to a range of disciplines, for example, 
problem solving; critical thinking; information technology literacy; effective communication; life-long 
learning; work independently and collaboratively; and professional, social and ethical responsibility.  
However, the learning outcomes for LWB432 Evidence place great emphasis on discipline knowledge such 
as evidentiary principles and the trial process, and the subject area of evidence lends itself to innovative and 
authentic assessment tasks, for example, a court report and trial process exercise, which have been integrated 
into this unit at QUT. As a result, academics should steer away from using solely generic forms of 
assessment such as exams, tutorial participation and oral presentations. 
 
The court report and trial process exercise are important to the role of counsel.  The court report requires the 
students to observe what happens in the real world and prepare a report on that experience, whereas the trial 
process exercise requires the students to simulate what happens in the real world, albeit in a written format in 
a classroom rather than in an oral format in a court room.  As discussed above, according to Gulikers et al. 
(2006), the physical location of the assessment task is an important dimension of authentic assessment.  
From this perspective, the court report is a better example of authentic assessment because it is physically 
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undertaken in the court room (real world), whereas the trial process exercise occurs in the classroom. 
However, location is not the only factor taken into account when determining authenticity and the nature of 
the task, particularly mimicking a professional in the real world, is prioritised by the literature (Frey & 
Schmitt, 2007; Gulikers et al., 2006).  Thus, arguably the trial process exercise, which requires students to 
actively demonstrate or mimic what a counsel does in practice, is more authentic than the court report, which 
simply requires the students to observe rather than mimic a professional (Biggs, 2003; Boud & Falchikov, 
2007; Frey & Schmitt, 2007; Gulikers et al., 2006; James et al., 2002; Keyser & Howell, 2008).  These 
examples of assessment do not involve hands-on work experience and thus do not fall within Murphy and 
Calway’s (2008) conception of WIL discussed above. 
 
The purpose of the court report is to encourage students to become familiar with attending court, and to make 
connections between what they learn in the classroom with what actually happens in the real world (court 
room).  Students are advised in advance of court etiquette, that is, how to act appropriately as a member of 
the public watching a court case.  Whilst the students are in the court room they are required to complete in 
handwriting or typewritten a one page (double sided) court report template, which directs their attention to 
the role of the judge and counsel, competence and compellability of witnesses, special measures put in place 
to make the process less stressful for certain classes of witness, order of proceedings and different types of 
evidence.  This assessment task intends to deliver the following skills and graduate capabilities: critical 
thinking, written communication, discipline knowledge, working independently and professional 
responsibility. 
 
The purpose of the trial process exercise is to enhance the students’ understanding of the trial process and 
better prepare them for the real world.  It involves a 50 minute written activity completed in the classroom 
where students plan questions that are appropriate for their witness in examination-in-chief, their opponent’s 
(fellow student’s) witness in cross-examination, and their own witness in re-examination based on what was 
argued in cross-examination.  It also assesses whether the students can identify the proper grounds for 
making objections.  This assessment task develops written communication, discipline knowledge, working 
independently and professional responsibility. 
 
After receiving instruction through lectures and prescribed readings on the trial process, the students engage 
in formative assessment, for example, face-to-face tutorials in weeks 5 and 6 that enable students to observe 
the trial process, learn how to prepare questions for the different stages in the trial process, and object to an 
opponent’s questions.  The tutorials are supported by self-directed learning exercises, which are released 
online at the end of weeks 5 and 6, and they reinforce what students learn about the trial process exercise in 
the face-to-face tutorials.  These tutorials are further followed up with an online mock trial program, which is 
completed in week 7 by students on their own computer or a computer on campus.   This program shows 
students video clips of a mock trial; quizzes students on their knowledge and skills; offers links to the 
relevant legislation and case law; and provides students with detailed feedback on all correct and incorrect 
answers.  The number of times the students access the online mock trial program is not tracked and their 
attempts are not supervised by the teaching staff.  Thus, the formative assessment consists of face-to-face 
tutorial questions, self-directed learning exercises and an online mock trial program. 
 
The formative assessment of the trial process is followed by summative assessment.  As noted by Dunn, 
Morgan, O’Reilly and Parry (2004), summative assessment “comes at the end of a systematic and 
incremental series of learning activities that have formative assessment tasks” (p. 19).    The trial process 
exercise is integrated in week 8 and the court report is embedded in week 11, both of which are summative 
assessment, each worth 20% of the unit.   
 
The court report and trial process exercise are summatively assessed by criterion-referenced assessment.  
Frey and Schmitt (2007) note that just because criterion-referenced assessment is used as opposed to norm-
referenced assessment, it is not necessarily concluded that the assessment is performance-based, but this 
argument  takes a very narrow view of performance because generally assessment requires students to do 
some sort of task.  Certainly the court report, and especially trial process exercise, may be described as 
performance-based, and as stated above they are both authentic assessment tasks.   
 
Criterion-referenced assessment may be equally applied to inauthentic or authentic assessment.  The 
“[a]uthentic assessment of skills does not require a rubric, but the use of rubrics can increase the consistency 
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of application of the criteria” (2008, p. 19).  As justified by Burton (2006), criterion-referenced assessment, 
which judges an assessment task against prescribed criteria, increases the validity, reliability and 
transparency of assessment, compared to norm-referenced assessment, which compares an attempt at an 
assessment task against other attempts by the same cohort and distributes the marks on a pre-determined bell 
curve (Burton, 2006; Dunn et al., 2004).  The themes of validity, reliability and transparency informed the 
content of the rubrics developed in this paper. 
 
The court report criterion-referenced assessment grid is provided in Rubric 1.  It does not simply list criteria 
that are marked holistically, merely indicate how the marks will be allocated to the criteria, nor simply offer 
a continuum or Likert scale for grading the criteria, but rather prescribes performance descriptors for each 
criterion (Dunn et al., 2004).  This detailed framework has been chosen because it results in many benefits 
for student learning including explicitly advising students what is required in advance; facilitating 
worthwhile feedback; ensuring greater consistency in marking assessment by a team of markers; 
demonstrating the alignment between the criteria for the assessment task and the learning outcomes, skills 
and graduate capabilities; and requiring students to focus on the learning outcomes, skills and graduate 
capabilities (Burton, 2006; Burton & Cuffe, 2005).   
 
Consistent with an argument made by Burton and Cuffe (2005), and Macdonald (2003), criteria should stem 
from learning outcomes, including skills.  Marks are not specifically shown on the rubrics below, but 
generally the performance standards are attributed the following percentages in the Law School at the 
Queensland University of Technology: excellent = 85-100%; good to very good = 65-84%; satisfactory = 50-
64% and poor = <50%. 
 
Rubric 1 assesses some of the generic skills, graduate capabilities and learning outcomes listed in the unit 
outline, that is, critical thinking and written communication, which are important to the real world, 
irrespective of discipline.  The development of the performance descriptors is supported by the literature that 
unpacks what critical thinking is and its relationship with written communication skills (Bourner, 2003; 
McMullan et al., 2003; Mezirow, 1998; Moon, 2004; Pee, Woodman, Fry, & Davenport, 2002; Wong, 
Kember, Chung, & Yan,1995).  A detailed examination of the construction of the performance descriptors is 
beyond the scope of this paper.  The performance descriptors for critical thinking and written communication 
may be transferred across disciplines.  Rubric 1 also assesses discipline knowledge and this can be easily 
manipulated to suit the needs of another discipline by simply changing the words, trial process and relevant 
legal authorities.  Assessing generic skills alongside discipline-specific skills is advocated in the literature 
(Bryan & Clegg, 2006; James et al., 2002). 
 
In contrast to Rubric 1, Rubric 2 assesses the trial process exercise and is designed in a discipline-specific 
manner by only assessing the criterion of discipline knowledge.  While this may be useful to other academics 
assessing the subject area of evidence or indeed the trial process, it is likely to be of limited or no use to 
academics in other disciplines.  Dunn et al. (2004) criticise criterion-referenced assessment for being 
reductionist because “it reduces complex professional judgements to a series of discrete, observable, lower-
order tasks” (p. 230), and their criticism particularly applies here because the performance descriptors for the 
trial process exercise involve discipline-specific tasks. 
 
Alternatively, the criterion-referenced assessment rubric for the trial process exercise could have been 
framed in a much more discipline-generic fashion, for example, it could have assessed written 
communication skills and work independently, which are generic skills already included in the unit outline, 
in addition to discipline knowledge.  Further, the unit outline could have been amended to accommodate this 
assessment task by canvassing a wider range of relevant generic skills such as time management, 
organisational and document management skills.  Such changes to the unit outline would have generated an 
alternative rubric that could more readily be transferred to other disciplines.  Sharing rubrics that include 
generic skills across disciplines leads to cross-fertilisation by arguably saving academics from reinventing 
the wheel every time they design criterion-referenced assessment for real world assessment tasks.    
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Conclusion 
The construction of ‘real world’ is an essential ingredient in authentic assessment and the assessment of 
work integrated learning.  Some assessment tasks are more authentic or have a stronger link to the real world 
than others.  Mapping the court report and the trial process exercise out on a continuum of authenticity 
suggests that the trial process exercise is more relevant to the real world because even though it is completed 
in the classroom, it better reflects what a legal professional is expected to do.  While the two rubrics 
presented in Appendix 1 may not be best practice models, they are useful starting points for academics 
opting to use criterion-referenced assessment for real world assessment tasks.  After all, the literature 
acknowledges that criterion-referenced assessment rubrics commonly require “several iterations of design 
and redesign” (Dunn et al., 2004, p. 231).  The two examples of criterion-referenced assessment rubrics used 
in this paper are a useful springboard for asserting that the trial process exercise is more authentic than the 
court report, and that criterion-referenced assessment rubrics need not be entirely discipline-specific and that 
academics across the disciplines may benefit from sharing such rubrics.   
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Appendix 1:  Rubrics 1 and 2 
 
Rubric 1. LWB432 Evidence Court Report  
   Poor Satisfactory Good to Very Good Excellent 
Critical 
Thinking 
Merely sets 
out what 
happened. 
Sets out what 
happened and 
why it 
happened.   
 
Approaches the 
experience and 
its rationale 
from a personal 
perspective. 
 
Follows 
practices 
because of 
habit.   
 
Identifies 
strengths in 
previous 
understanding. 
Makes logical 
connections between 
new and previous 
knowledge.  
 
Adapts or applies 
previous knowledge 
to a real world 
experience.  
 
Considers alternative 
options or solutions.  
 
Identifies strengths 
and weaknesses in 
previous 
understanding. 
Questions assumptions 
and values underpinning 
previous knowledge.   
 
Shows an awareness of 
contextual considerations 
(historical, social, cultural, 
political).   
 
Uses literature and 
previous knowledge to 
support alternative options 
or solutions. 
 
Solves inconsistencies 
between expectations from 
previous knowledge and 
the experience in practice. 
 
Identifies strengths and 
weaknesses in previous 
understanding and 
suggests a way forward 
for dealing with 
weaknesses. 
Written 
Communication 
Descriptive 
and 
impersonal 
writing style. 
Descriptive and 
personal 
writing style. 
Analytical and 
personal writing 
style. 
Analytical, personal and 
contextual writing style. 
Discipline 
Knowledge 
Superficial 
knowledge of 
the trial 
process and 
relevant legal 
authorities. 
Solid 
knowledge of 
the trial process 
and relevant 
legal 
authorities. 
Persuasive 
knowledge of the 
trial process and 
relevant legal 
authorities. 
Comprehensive 
knowledge of the trial 
process and relevant legal 
authorities. 
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Rubric 2:  LWB432 Evidence Trial Process Exercise CRA Rubric  
Criterion = Discipline Knowledge 
Poor Satisfactory Good to Very Good Excellent 
Did not 
plan 
questions 
for the 
witness in 
one or 
more 
stages of 
the trial 
process.   
 
Did not 
attempt to 
identify 
whether 
any 
objections 
were 
necessary. 
 
Did not 
make a 
genuine 
attempt at 
the task. 
You demonstrated a partial 
and basic understanding of 
the stages in the trial 
process. You made a 
genuine attempt at the task, 
but your understanding 
needs development in the 
following circled areas: 
 
Examination-in-chief 
□ Leading questions 
were not asked. 
□ Questions were not 
objectionable. 
□ Questions were 
relevant to the main 
facts in issue. 
 
Cross-examination 
□ Questions were 
leading. 
□ Questions were not 
objectionable. 
□ Questions were 
relevant to the main 
facts in issue and/or 
collateral facts. 
 
Objections 
□ Objected to all 
objectionable 
questions asked by 
your opponent (if any) 
using the appropriate 
wording and 
identifying the correct 
ground for objection.  
 
Re-examination  
□ Leading questions 
were not asked. 
□ Questions related to 
matters raised in cross-
examination. 
You demonstrated a 
substantial and convincing 
understanding of the stages 
in the trial process. Your 
understanding needs 
refinement in the following 
circled areas: 
 
 
Examination-in-chief 
□ Leading questions were 
not asked. 
□ Questions were not 
objectionable. 
□ Questions were relevant 
to the main facts in 
issue. 
 
Cross-examination 
□ Questions were leading. 
□ Questions were not 
objectionable. 
□ Questions were relevant 
to the main facts in issue 
and/or collateral facts. 
 
Objections 
□ Objected to all 
objectionable questions 
asked by your opponent 
(if any) using the 
appropriate wording and 
identifying the correct 
ground for objection.  
 
Re-examination 
□ Leading questions were 
not asked. 
□ Questions related to 
matters raised in cross-
examination. 
You demonstrated a full 
and comprehensive 
understanding of the stages 
in the trial process.  You 
were successful on all 
feedback comments. 
 
 
 
Examination-in-chief 
√ Leading questions were 
not asked. 
√ Questions were not 
objectionable. 
√ Questions were relevant 
to the main facts in 
issue. 
 
Cross-examination 
√ Questions were leading. 
√ Questions were not 
objectionable. 
√ Questions were relevant 
to the main facts in issue 
and/or collateral facts. 
 
Objections 
√ Objected to all 
objectionable questions 
asked by your opponent 
(if any) using the 
appropriate wording and 
identifying the correct 
ground for objection.  
 
Re-examination 
√ Leading questions were 
not asked. 
√ Questions related to 
matters raised in cross-
examination.  
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